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Proposed objectives of the discussion - 
A preliminary anaZysis of the pattern of CGIAR resources 
allocations shows several areas where changes in the proyrammes and 
budgets of the Centres do not seem to follow earlier recommendations 
of TAG. It is proposed that the Committee discuss these issues, in 
particular the present trends in the overall aZZocations among 
'mature" and "deveZaping" Centres, the Zimi.ted importance given to 
train7hg activities, several imbalances in the research allocations 
to different conanod,ity groups and the expansion of regional programmes. 
The Secretariat suggests (para. 91 that after a discussion of 
these and other related issues, the Committee decide on the steps to 
be taken in prepara-tion for the 26th meeting and its agenda and 
timetable for the review of programme and budget requests. 
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF THE MAIN PROGRAMME CHANGES PROPOSED 
- 
.- 
- 
BY THE CENTRES FOR 1982 AND BEYOND 
NOTE BY THE SECRETARIAT 
(1.) Purpose 
1. A preliminary discussion of programme changes of the Centres at the 
February meeting is a new procedure. In the past the programme and budget 
requests of the Centres were discussed at the summer meeting of TAC only. 
The aim of a preliminary discussion at this meeting is to enable a better 
focus on broad issues rather than programme and budget details (in line 
with the role which TAC intends to play in this field) and a better 
preparation for the next meeting when the programme and budget requests 
will be examined. 
2. The intention is to identify the main discrepancies between the 
available information on programmes and budgets on the one hand, and earlier 
recommendations of TAC on the other, in particular those on the overall 
priorities of the CGIAR system, the quinquennial reviews and the stripe 
analysis, as well as to review unresolved issues. This exercise proves to 
be difficult because of the lack of appropriate information, in particular 
on the long-term plans and on the programme changes actually contemplated by 
the Centres (the "change lists" referred mostly to budget changes). The 
analysis is therefore confined at this stage to the general aspects of CGIAR 
resources allocations. The Secretariat observations which follow should be 
considered merely as a starting point for TAC discussions on this subject. 
It is hoped that more information will be available from the Centres and 
from the CGIAR Secretariat when this agenda item comes for discussion at the 
meeting. 
(2.) Preliminary Analysis of the Patterns of CGIAR Resources Allocations 
(2.1.) Proposed allocations for 1982 by Centres 
3. Table 1 gives the allocations initially requested by the Centres for 
1982 (column 2) and the ceilings established by the CGIAR Secretariat guide- 
lines (column 3). Although it is difficult to compare these figures across 
Centres because of differences in inflation rates, the following observations 
can be made: 
(i> the established ceilings (column 3) are well below the budget 
initially requested by the Centres for 1982 (column 2), except 
for ICARDA and ISNAR where the ceiling is higher. The 
differences (column 4) are particularly high for the older 
Centres - IRRI and CIMMYT but also ILCA; 
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CGIAR RESOURCES ALLOCATIONS TO THE CENTRES (1982) 
(US$ '000) 
CENTRE 
IRRI 19,223 
CIMMYT 20,160 
CIP 8,720 
CIAT 17,1.11 
IITA 16,518 
IBPGR 3,400 
WARDA 2,851 
ILRAD 10,044 
IFPKI 3,000 
ICRISAT 12,915 
ILCA 8,766 
ICAR'DA 11,960 
ISNAR 2,400 
c----j- (2) 
1981 Operations 
(1982 Baseline) 
1982 
Proposed 
25,451 23,225 2,226 4,002 I 21 (3) 
26,414 24,426 1,988 4,266 
11,100 11,003 
I 21 (3) 
97 2,283 26 (3) 
21,223 20,451 772 3,340 20 (3) 
21,721 20,999 722 4,481 27 (3) 
4,034 3,922 42 592 17 (3) 
3,757 3,366 391 515 ia (3) 
13,355 12,663 692 2,619 26 (3) 
4,449 3,461 988 461 15 (3) 
18,480 18,326 154 5,411 42 (6.3) 
14,327 12,653 1,674 3,887 44 (6) 
17,268 18,481. -1,213 6,521 55 (13.4) 
4,052 4,177 - 125 1,777 74 (56.8) 
i I ! 
(3) I (4) I (5) I (61 
1982 I 
1982 Growth 1982 Growth 
Ceiling 
------I 
Difference 
(2) - (3) 
over Baseline over Baseline 
(3) - (1) (pro> 
Source: CGIAR Statistics ICW/80/13 A to M, 15 September 1980. 
NOTE: Column (1) is the 1981 operating budget of the Centre without the 2.5% cut effected after the 
Manila meeting. 
Column (2) is the 1982 budget initially proposed by the Centre in 1980; this was revised as 
regards IRRI and CIAT. 
I 
h, 
I 
Column (6) gives both the proposed percentage growth in 1982 over the baseline (as given by 
the guidelines) and, between parenthesis, the growth rate in operations which was assumed when 
calculating the ceilings, i.e. 3% for the "mature" centres and higher pkrcentages for the 
“developing" ones. 
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(ii) there are wide differences in the growth rates accorded to the 
Centres by the guidelines (column 6) e Although these growth 
rates account for both the programme increases and capital 
expenditures compounded with inflation, it is difficult to 
understand fully the differential growth of the Centres since 
the "mature" Centres were accorded a 3% programme increase 
only; 
(iii) the comparison of the Centres budgets in 1981 for operations 
and of the proposed ceilings for 1982 raises again the question 
of the optimum size of the Centres. The use of the 1981 
operating budget (column 1) as the baseline for 1982 and of a 
same growth rate (3%) in the operations of 9 out of the 13 
.Centres may "freeze" existing differences among Centres and 
maintain certain trends which should have been corrected in 
1980 and 1981 as indicated in sections (2.2.) and (2.3.) 
below. As the financial stringency continues, more selectivity 
will be necessary in determining the budget allocations of the 
Centres, otherwise the present procedures may seem arbitrary. 
(2.2.) Balance between research, training and other activities 
4. During the last decade the percentages of core resources allocated by 
the CGIAR to the operating budgets of the Centres for research, training and 
conferences, documentation and administration remained relatively constant. 
The percentages for training and conferences (7 to 9 percent) and for 
documentation (5 to 7 percent) remained particularly stable whereas the 
allocation to research increased slightly (53 up to 60 percent) at the 
expense of administration and general operating costs (31 down to 25 percent). 
Although the percentages varied from one Centre to another, these figures 
reflected a common perception of the role of the international Centres during 
this period, During these last years, however, TAC stressed the changing role 
of IARCs towards that of resource and service institutions. The relatively 
low percentage of resources devoted to training and documentation may, : 
therefore, be questioned. Moreover, as the financial stringency develops, 
many Centres have found it easier to defer some training activities than to 
cut or slow down research programmes. Although IARCs hope to compensate these 
reductions in core training programmes by seeking extra budgetary resources, 
this may prove to be insufficient to increase the overall training activities 
of the CGIAR system. 
5. A new trend seems to develop now in some of the older Centres. These 
Centres have an important infrastructure which is more and more costly to use 
and maintain; they also.have an important staff whose salaries increase with 
the inflation, As a result, the proportion of operating costs and personnel 
costs now tend to increase in.the budgets at the expense of other items which 
are necessary for the implementation of the research programmes. 
- 
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(2.3.) Allocations to commodity research 
6. In its priority paper of March 1979, TAC called the attention on 
several imbalances in the allocations of CGIAR resources to the main 
commodity research programmes of the Centres. An analysis of the core 
prograrnmes and budgets of the Centres in 1980 and 1981 seems to indicate 
that these imbalances persist. Although other research expenditures 
within the CGIAR system and outside should be taken into account, the 
figures presented in Table 2 lead to question again the rationale for the 
present pattern of allocations, particularly on the following points: 
(i> 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv> 
the allocations to pasture and livestock research continue 
to be relatively high (more than half of those for cereals 
and twice those for food legumes); The share of the 
research programme of ILRAD (42%) is now higher than that 
of ILCA (33%), the pasture programme of CIAT (19%) and that 
of ICARDA (6%); there is still no CGIAR-supported activity 
in South and Southeast Asia in this field. Although ILRAD's 
research may prove to be useful in fields other than animal 
health, the allocation to this Centre may be considered 
relatively high if one compares its mandate to that of ILCA. 
As regards CIAT and ICARDA, these two Centres have decided 
to concentrate their research mostly on pastures and forages 
rather than animal research. The regional differences do 
not fully explain these priorities and the related budget 
allocations of ILCA, CIAT and ICARDA. 
the share of the research programme on sorghum and millet 
(ICRISAT) and that of the cereal programme of ICARDA are low 
(8 and 4 percent respectively) as compared to other allocations 
to cereal research; 
potato research continues to receive more resources from the 
CGIAR than all the research programmes on other roots and 
tubers (cassava, sweet potato, yams); 
the pattern of allocation of resources to research on food 
legumes seems to meet more certain local demands (pigeon pea, 
cowpea, chickpea, lentils, broad beans) than the broader 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
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Table 2. 
CORE RESEARCH BUDGETS OF IARCs IN,SELECTED AREAS " 
(thousand US Dollars) 
Commodity 
Group 
Cereals 
Total 
Roots and 
tubers 
Total 
Food legumes 
Total 
Livestock and 
pastures 
Total 
Centre 
CIAT 
IRK1 
CIMMYT 
SITA 
ICARDA 
WARDA 
ICRISAT 
- 
CIAT 
IITA 
CIP 
:ITA 
CIAT 
ICARDA 
ICRISAT: 
-groundnut 
-others 
ILCA, 
ILRAD 
ICARDA 
CIAT 
1980 
449 
7,582 
10,460 
961 
1,006 
1,873 
1,721 
24,052 
1,462 
1,138 
3,745 
6,345 
1,455 
1,548 
883 
566 
1,004 
5,456 
4,600 
5,088 
503 
2,511 
12,702 
1981 
565 
7,814 
10,589 
1,225 
1,080 
2,437 
1,974 
25,684 
1,544 
1,330 
3,764 
6,638 
1,429 
1,684 
1,057 
786 
1,112 
6,068 
4,539 
51711 
767 
2,609 
13,626 
Relative Percentage 
in 1981 (within the 
commodity group) 
2 
30 
41 
5 
4 
10 
8 
100 
23 
20 
57 
100 
24 
28 
17 
13 
18 
100 
33 
42 
6 
19 
100 
11 Ope,rating expenses as categorized at present in CGIAR Statistics, - 
ICW/80/13 A to M, 15 September 1980. 
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requirements of a majority of developing countries 
(Phaseolus beans and groundnut) Lf. 
(2.4.) Balance between on-campus and off-campus activities 
7. Several Centres will pursue in 1982 and beyond the expansion of their 
regional programmes. These may include both the establishment of new 
regional teams and the strengthening of existing ones. The report on the 
stripe analysis of off-campus activities had suggested a series of criteria 
for 
a. 
b. 
C. 
d. 
- 
e. 
the establishment of these programmes as follows: 
"The expressed interest of regional and national agricultural leaders 
for the development of the specific crops and the stationing of the 
Centres staff in the region. 
The capacity of national research programmes in the region to 
cooperate effectively with the regional programmes. 
The potential for expansion of production of the particular crop in 
the region. 
The importance of the crop in the diets of the people in the region, 
especially those with limited resources. 
The importance of the crop as component of the farming systems in 
the region. 
The comparative advantage for the Centre involvement over that of 
other organizations. 
Similarities of production conditions and constraints facing farmers 
in different parts of the region. 
I/ If one relies on the available statistics, there are eight crops for " - 
which only one or two countries have a really significant area - 
exceeding a million ha. end which represent the lion's share of total 
world area. These are sweet potatoes (China 9OZ), potatoes (China/ 
India 67%), yams (Nigeria (70%), broadbeans (China 78%), chickpeas 
(India/Pakistan 85%), soyabeans (China/Brazil 85%), cowpea (Nigeria 88%), 
and pigeon pea (India 91%). For most of these species only a relatively 
limited number of other producers (usually not exceeding ten) had an 
area of over 100,000 ha. in 1975. In the cases of lentils, cowpeas, 
pigeon peas and yams there were only three. By contrast there are 21 
countries with over this area of cassava (6 of which have over a million 
ha.), 21 of Phaseolus beans (4 over a million ha.); and 24 of groundnuts 
(4 over a million ha.).' In the light of the current distribution of food 
area and production, the argument for giving these three widely 
distributed commodities priority over the other listed above seems strong. 
(IFPRI, WP/l, CGIAR, 1 February 1978). 
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h. Interest of national programmes within the region in inter-country 
cooperation and exchange of scientific information as well as 
improved germplasm. 
i . The core programme research of the Centre has already developed 
possibilities for the solution of the regional'problems." 
These criteria reflect those developed by the Centres individually. Other 
criteria may have to be considered when setting priorities in regional 
programmes across Centres, among different sub-regions and regions. The 
overall strength of the national research and production programmes in the 
region may be an important consideration. Several regions are approaching 
self-sufficiency in food whereas others have growing food deficits. Should 
the regional programmes and the off-campus activities of the Centres in 
general give priority to those regions where the food deficits are the most 
important? 
8. Beside the consideration of the priorities and the rationale for the 
off-campus programmes of the individual IARCs, the problems of their manage- 
ment, backstopping and coordination at regional level should be addressed. 
Table 3 gives a list of the existing and planned regional programmes. 
9. Two alternatives may be examined by TAC; either .(i> to recommend 
selectively the approval of some of these regional activities on the basis of 
the above criteria and on a case-by-case basis, as recommended by the stripe 
analysis; or (ii) to recommend a moratorium on new regional activities until 
regional consultations have been held for their coordination (with IARCs, 
INSAR, FAO, the national programmes, etc.)..and pending,the completion of the 
second review of the CGIAR. 
(3.) Secretariat Proposals 
10. It is suggested that after diseu ssio-n of the above and other progranme. 
questions which the Committee may wish to raise, 1’AC shouZd: 
. (i) make a preliminary list by Centre of the broad issues which 
deserve further scrutiny as part of its Iqevieti of the programmes 
and budgets at the next meeting, and on this basis decide on the 
method, the information required, the agenda and timetable for 
this review, including the nature and scope of its discussions 
with the Centre Directors, either individually or collectively, 
at the 26th meeting; 
(ii) assign to individual members of the Committee and/or of the 
Secretariat the tasks of seeking from the Centres elar<fieation 
on. these issues, by visits to the Centres and by ar,y other means 
of gathering in,formation from the Centre Directors and t?de 
governing bodies bf the Centres; 
(iii) give guidance to the Centres and to the Seeretariat as to the 
type of information ar,d documentation required for its next 
meeting in particular as regards the programme changes and the 
long-term plans. 
Table 3. 
REGIONAL PR~G~~YMES (EXISTING;AND PLANNED) 
- 
IRRI 
IITA " 
WARDA - 
CIiXMYT - 
ICARDA" - 
ICRISAT - 
CIAT " - 
ILCA 
ILRAD - 
IFPRI - 
IBPGR " - 
CIP 
7 liaison scientists: 5 in Asia, 1 at IITA, 1 at CIAT 
1 West Africa cassava programme 
1 cooperative programme with SAFGRAD (cowpea) 
2 rice-based cropping system programmes (West and East Central 
Africa) 
1 West Africa cassava programme 
2 East/Central Africa programmes for maize and maize-based 
I cropping systems 
5 sub-regional coordinators (Gambia, Guinea, Upper Volta, 
Ghana, Niger) 
4 sub-regional research projects (Senegal, Sierra Leone, Ivory 
Coast, Mali) 
7 regional wheat: programmes (Andes, Southern Cone,East Africa, 
North and West Africa, Asia, ICARDA, disease surveillance) 
7 regional maize programmes (Andes, Southern Cone,Central America/ 
Caribbean, East Africa, West Africa, Asia, Middle East) 
5 regional economics programmes (Andes, Central America/Caribbean, 
East Africa, Asia, Mediterranean) 
3 liaison scientists (North Africa, Turkey, Egypt) 
Africa programme including 1 coordinator Senegal, 1 sorghum 
programme Upper Volta, 1 millet/FSR programme Niger and 
miscellaneous core and non-core positions in West, East and 
Central Africa 
4 liaison cassava scientists (Asia, Africa, Central and South 
America) 
4 liaison beans scientists (East Africa, Central America, Brazil, 
Andes) 
2 liaison rice scientists (Central America, Andes) 
3 liaison tropical pasture scientists (Central and South America) 
3 regional programmes based in Mali, Kenya and Nigeria 
1 trypanotolerance network programme 
1 West Africa regional programme (trypanotolerance) - 
(QQR recommendations) 
1 liaison scientist at IRRI 
5 liaison scientists, (1 Asia, 1 Near East, 2 Africa, 1 at CIAT) 
7 regional potato programmes (South America, Central America, 
Tropical Africa, Middle East/North Africa, Southwest Asia, 
South Asia, Southeast Asia) 
l-1 Tentative still subject to change. 
